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National Policies in a
Global Context:
The British Case

Abstract

The title of this paper was basad on on assumption that nations can no jonger think about their
communization systems in isolation, and that national regulators are now forced to coasider the
place of their communications systems within a broader inferationz| ar global context. In many
ways, these conctusions are valid but they are valid up to 2 point oply. national regulators go need
\o think about the globat context, but, in practice, how they think about regulatory systems in the 217
Century is still very much influenced and affected by national considerations. As | shall point outin
relation o the current proposals to change the regulatory structure of broadcasting and
commurications in Britain, the debates and controversies have been very much about domestic
issues and reinforcing domestic priorities, not abeut the considerations of the glohat context. This
paper will be divided into 3 parts. Part 1 will look at some general trends in British broadeasting and
cur'nmunications, mare generally; Part 2 will fook at recent propesals contzined in the
Communications Bill; Part 3, the concluding part, will consider the interplay between patienal and
international facters,

Kiiresel Baglamda Ulusal Siyasedar: Britanya Craei

Ozet

Bu yazinin baghgh whustanin, detigim sistemleri hakkinda artk yahtimghk iginde diisinemeyecekler
ve artik ulusal dilzenleyicierin kendi fetigim sistemlerini daha genig ulusfararast ya da kirese!
bagiam icinde dederlendirmeye zorlandiklan varsayimina dayamiyor. Bu soneglar pek cok anfamda
gegedidir, ancak gegertiliklerinin de bir simn vardiy; Ulusal dilzenleyiciler gergekten de kiresel
bagism hakkinda diginmek zorundadirlar, ama pratik olarak, dizenleyici sistemlerini 21, Yizyl
iginde nasil difgingiklen dnemli dlgtide vlusal kaygiarin atkisi alhnda kalmaktadir. Britanya'da
yayineilik ve iletisimin dizenleyici yapisin dénigtiirmeye yoaelik yiiriilkteki dnenter igin
gistermeye galigacadum gibi, tarbigma ve atsmalann pek gojunun ke igi konular Gzerinedir ve
iilkke igi Gneekikleri desteklemektedin, kirese! badlama dair meselelent degil Bu gahgma 3 biliine
ayrilmgtur: Biringi Bélim, Britanye yeyinciit ve iletigimindeks genel egilimlerden bazlanna
bakacakur; lkinei Bokin "letisum Yasast"igindeki en son dnerileri inceleyecektt; Ugiineti Bolim ise
sonug blimidir ve, ulisel ve ulusfararasi unsurlar arasindaki etkilegimi dederlondirmekted,
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National Policies in a Global Context:
The British Case

As is well known, the British broadeasting system is a heavily
regulated system though there are differences between the ways in
which national public broadcasters such as the BBC and Channel 3
(ITV) are regulated, and the systems that are in place for satellite
services and cable services. Qver the last 20 or so years, different
tevels of regulations have been imposed on different services. So, for
examnple, the BBC and Channel 3 have to provide news services and
local broadcast services, and they have to provide a mixed menu of
programming whilst satellite services can concentrate on thematic
programming (news, music, etc...) and they are not required to
engage in other activities in the same way as the public service
broadcasters, European Directives, where applicable, will impact on

‘E PR .
The Human Rights sct of The British media scene

;f:?gi;;“;‘i;{ﬁ;‘f%m not There are several key factors that need to be taken into accoun
;z\'j;“;i;iigz:;'ould when looking at the British context. First, newspapers are no
wwwpccorguk/2001/he regulated in any real sense. There is a framework - based o
man_rights html . competition rules - that controls for changes of ownership to allos
2 for plurality of views, but there is no licensing system as such. Thery
More of this s belor: is also a system of self-regulation in respect of what newspapers and
journalists can/ cannot write about, for example, with respect to
privacy. Most importantly, though, there are cross-ownership rule
that prevent the build up of both television and newspaper interests.
The aim here has always been to prevent any one media owner from

having a dominant role in the marketplace of opinion.

; o . : all services.
Like television systems, radio is also regulated but given it

The different origins of these services - different origins in time
and regulatory arrangements - had given rise to a number of
different bodies charged with the regulation of parts of the
communications sector (Table 1). Some of these bodies license
services (ITC, for example), others look at issues of content (BSC).

reputation as a less important national medium it generally get
neglected. Very simply, the regulations are such as to prevent :
monopoly in local and national radio or, more likely, a concentratior
of ownership and cross-ownership inlocal areas. Telecommunicatios
services, very briefly, are also regulated to provide for competition
amongst providers and they are licensed in such a way as to balanc
the need for growth and consistency across services, and th
connections between services.

Radiocommurications Agency
ITC - Channels 3,45, Cable & Satellite divisions
OFFEL - telecommunicaticns

But it is television, as a medium but also as part of the
communications landscape, that receives most attention and
generates the greatest amount of contreversy. Consequently, it wil
feature very prominently in this paper.

_Radio regulatory Authority
Broadcasting Standards Commission {BSC}

Table 1: Regulating communication systems in the UK, pre-2002
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the Draft Communications
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The BBC is not really part of this framework. It is overseen
its own Board of Governors and not by any of the bodies liste
above, although the BSC's remit does extend to it. The press is not ij
this framework either.

There is another tension that explains this mosaic of bodies an
that is their origin, in regulatory terms, in different governmenta
departments. Broadcasting has traditionally been overseen by thi
Home Office, but it is now overseen by the Department of Culture,
Media and Sport, whilst newer aspects of the communication
system have been overseen by the Department of Trade an
Industry. More recently, and particularly with the advent of cabl
and satellite systems, determined efforts had been made to try t
have both departments overseeing developments. This has nov
gone a stage further since the proposals contained in th
Communications Bill of 2002° will bring all these diverse bodies ang
interests together under one roof, in the shape of OFCOM, the Offic
of Communications. Inevitably, though, there will be some obviou
tensions between looking after the interests of the sector as a whol
and those of consumers, customers or citizens. '

What of the content side of broadeasting?

The new body, OFCOM, will seek to ensure that the content o
the broadcasting system is of a high-quality, and that it appeals to
variety of tastes and interests. The intention, however, is not t
guarantee that this happens within any single channel but that i
happens within the broadcasting system as a whole. As Clause 3(1)e o
the Draft Communications Bill noted, one of the duties of OFCOM is

(e) to secure, so far as practicable, that the range of television and radi

services Hhat are nuailable throughout the United Kingdom compris

services wiich (taken as a whole) are both of ligh quality an
calculated to appeal Yo a variety of tastes and interests (My Emplinsis

Bug, it could be argued, the only way you might be able t
achieve these objectives is if you have a thriving and active publicl
funded organisation such as the 8BC and/ or a publicly funde
institution alongside a regulated commercial one. We ofte

Negrine »

underestimate the importance of Channel 3 (and Channel 4) but they

. too are part of the public service framework. Without those sorts of
institutions, the broadcasting landscape would be a very different
- one and it would face future challenges in a very different way. How
. can one justify this assessment of the situation?

Consider, first, the share of the audience across the broadcasting
services in the UK. The three providers of much of the original
content in the UK - the BBC, Channet 3, and Channel 4 - between
them have about 70% share of the viewing audience. The BBC has
the largest share of this. On average, according to BBC data, people
spend around 40% of their viewing and listening with the BBC
although data with respect to "reach” suggests that the BBC's services
were used by 93% of the UK population in 2000/2001.

Those who have the other 30% of the share - the satellite and
cable services - focus on particular genres, especially news and sport.
Whilst these do provide "domestic content” of sorts, they produce
little, if any, original drama or other sorts of content that would
ordinarily be seen as part of a mixed menu of programming. The
content of satellite and cable services in general now make
significant inroads into the national television audience but these
services probably fall outside the sorts of discussions that highlight
the importance of content for building national identities,
communities or even media literacy. Programmes on Extreme Sports,
Calendar Girls and the Shopping Channel are not so much "a nation
speaking to itself’, as a nation watching or consuming some of its
activities, be it news, sports, or music programmes. The terrestrial
services, therefore, continue to support the public service project
despite competition and a dedlining audience share.

One other and, in my view crucial, point needs to be made here.
Although the BBC is significant - its annual income mainly from the
licence fee is £2,591 million in 2000/1 - it, and its commercial
terrestrial rivals, are continually being challenged by those who are
concerned about its dominance and its favoured position within the
communications landscape.* Its continued survival, whilst not really
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in doubt, must always be seen as part of the continuing adaptatio
of public broadeasting systems to a more commercial environmen
But it can only be a successful adaptation if the funding is reasonabl
secure - which it is for the foreseeable future. The fact that the BBC |
still so dominant means that one can tolerate competition and
change. I wish to return to this in the concluding remarks.

Regulating the media:
the Communications Bill, 2002

What, then, has been the underlying philosophy or approach to

regulating (o1, more precisely, deregulating) British broadcasting in
the Jast 20 or so years?

The simplest answer to give is to point to the continuity that is
in evidence in the approach to regulating the broadcasting system, a
continuity that goes back to the early 1990s and one that is captured
in statement from a Department of National Heritage (DNH) report
of 1995 (and therefore pre-New Labour move to power in 1997):

The govermment believes that a mumber of charnges should now he
made in order to preserve the diversity of the broadcast and press
media in the UK, whilst introducing greater flexibility in oonership
fo reflect the needs and aspirations of the industry, against a
background of accelerating techmological change, r'ﬁduriing the
mtroduction of digital broadcasting (DNH, 1995: 1).

Here you have a very clear exposition of the challenges and the
tensions: the need to preserve diversity, to be flexible in ores
approach, to meet the challenge of technological change. In very
many ways, the Communications Bill of 2002 does no more than try
to find a way of meeting these challenges and reconciling the
tensions. This was fairly obvious in the Communications White
Paper which identified OFCOM's principal duty

to further the long-term interests of all citizens by - ensuring the
availability of a diversity and plurdlity of high quality content in
television and radio and encouraging the optimal use for wireless
telegraphy of the electro-magnetic spectrum; and to further the long-

ternn interests of consumers by promoting the efficiency of elechonic
comminications nefworks and services, and broadcasting and to do so
wherever possible by promoting effective competition in national,
regional and local cormmunications markets Hironghont the United
Kingdem. (Puttuam, 2002: Para 26)

These continuities carry over into the Communications Bill
which established OFCOM, the Office of Communications, in order
to bring together the five regulatory agencies that existed separately
(Table 1) and to achieve some element of coherence in the way the
media are regulated. So, the Bill has listened to those who argued
that there were too many different bodies in charge of parts of the
media landscape. But in creating OFCOM, the government has also
created a body that will attempt to reconcile different approaches to
media, and sometimes conflicting demands: between consumers/
customers, and the industry as a whole. These are the same tensions
have underpinned policy considerations since the mid-1980s. For
example, some of the duties of OFCOM, as set out in Clause 3 of the
Draft Bili, are as follows:

(1) It shall be the duty of OFCOM, in carrying out their functions-

(a) to further the interests of the persons who are custowmers for the
services and facilities in relation to which OFCOM have functions;

{b) to promote competition in the provision and mnking available of
those services and facilities;

(c) o encourage, in the Interests of all persons, e optimal use for
wireless telegraphy of the electro-magnetic spectrum;

(d) to secure, so far as practicable, that a wide range of television and
radio serpices are aoailable throughout the United Kingdony,

(e) fo secure, so far as practicable, that the range of television and radio
scrvices that are available throughout the United Kingdom comprise
services which (taken as o whole) are both of high quality and
calculnted to appenl to a variety of tastes and interests;

From the above, we can see that Clause 3(1)a considers the
nieeds of customers, whilst 3(1)b the interests of the industry, Clause
3(1)e focuses on issues of quality and appeal of content. As always, it
is a matter of striking a balance between different aspects of a sector.

Negrine - MNaitonal Policies in a Giobal Context... » 39
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So, although there is some continuity in the way in which tk
needs for regulation are perceived - see, for example, the statemen
from the DNH, above p., and the duties of OFCOM - one could als
argue that there has been a shift away from seeing the BBC as th
only provider of good broadcasting. Such a shift is significan
because it signals the importance of other broadcasters, includin
private ones, and it emphasises the critical importance of a
elements that make up the broadcasting landscape. Whereas in th
past one might have caricatured British broadcasting as consisting o
the good (the BBC) and the not so good (the others), the shift ha
been away from this simplistic dichotomy and towards a mon
sophisticated appreciation of the mix that emanates from a public
private broadcasting system.

When did this shift take place? As always, it is not possible &
give precise dates but by the late 1990s, reports about broadcastin
begin to display such tendencies. And, curiously, the argument is no
presented as a case against the existence of the BBC, but in suppoer
of its continuation, or at least the continuation of a well funded,
publicly owned broadcasting service. There is no better example of
this than in the Davies review on the Future Funding of the BBC for-
the Department of Media, Culture and Sport in 1999. :

The review argued that there were three broad principles that
could guide thinking about broadcasting systems and regulations.

The first is that, while the BBC is n public sector broadeaster, this does .
not mean that everything it does is public service brondcasting. Still
less does it menn that the output of ofher broadcasters fails ontside the
deftnition of public service. To support the contined existence of tHhe -
BBC ns the recipient of a universal compudsory clarge, we need to
belicwe both that a large share of the Corporation’s output folls info the
public service category, and also that by no means all of the private
sector's output does so.

The second principle is that sone form of market fatlure must lic at the
feart of any concept of public service broadeasting. Beyond simply
using te catch-plrase that public service broadcasting st “informi,
educate and entertain”, we must add “inform, educate and ent;'rmiﬂ
i a way which the private sector, left unreguinted, would not do”.

Otherwise, wity not leave matters entively to the private sector?

Tiwe third principle is that, in order fo believe in n full-scale BBC, we
sieed to accept that o combination of the private sector's profit mokive,
plus regulation, is insufficient to repair the market failure and deliver
whnt we want. After all, the cxistence of public service broadeasting
on ITV, and Hre success of Chmuel Four, shotws that a fair ration of
public service output can be generated froui the private sector. In order
to argte in froour of maintaining an expensive organisation dedicated
to piblic service television, we need to be satisfied that regulation of
the private sector is 110f, on its own, erouglt. (Davies, 1999)

This recasting of the argument for why we need public service
broadcasting emphasises both the benefits of such a service but also
the importance of competitors in the system. It is a far cry from the
more traditional view that tended to emphasise the positive aspects
of public broadcasting and the negative aspects of commercial
broadcasting. Indeed, some of the elements in the Communications
Bill, 2002, lend support to this appreciation of the importance of the
public-private mix.

What does the Communications Bill of 2002 have to say about
ownership - always a contentious issue - and content?

Briefly, in terms of the rules governing ownership, and cross-
ownership, the Bill does not depart from many of the currently
existing rules. The Bill makes clear the intention to deregulate but
within a particular context. Thus, part of Clause 9 reads... (all
extracts are from the Communications Bill)

9.2.1' The Bill will deregulate to a significant extent, but will

place a few basic limits on the market. Proposals are based on
three core beliefs:

e that there should be no disqualification on any particular
group being able to hold a broadcasting licence, unless there are
compelling reasons to expect serious adverse effects;

s that within individual media markets (TV, radio and
newspapers) deregulation can promote healthy competition, as
long as minimum guarantees of plurality remain;

s that there needs to be a safeguard against the joint ownership

Negrine + Naitonal Policies in a Global Context..
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of significant newspaper assets and mass audience, universal |
access public service television services, and that this is where |

specific rules must be retained.

9.2.3 In the future new technologies may increase choice and
competition in communications markets to the point where
there is no longer any need for ownership rules to guarantee
plurality of media voices. Almost all the rules that we retain will
therefore be subject to regular review, providing flexibility in
the longer term as well as certainty for the foreseeabie future.

The one major change that will be made to the legislation is the
removal of the prohibition that non-EU citizens should not be
allowed to own broadcasting interests. This caused an enormous
amount of concern, particularly as it opened the way for American
companies to buy into British broadcasting systems. The public fears
were expressed as follows:

o ."thel programme supply market would become less open,
with rights from US network only” available to UK subsidiary;

o (there would be a) cultural loss, with greater priority given to
American programmes;

* (it would damage the) tradition of public service broadcasting
of licensees;

o (there was a) lack of reciprocity {Puttnam, 2002: paras 243-
244).

{W)hat is more likely (than dumping) is a determined and
sophisticated attempt, backed by enormous marketing expertise, to
shift the balance of audience and regulatory expectations away from
domestic content produced primarily with a British audience in
mind, towards a more US or internationally focused product mix
{Puttnam, 2002: para 248).

Those who argued that American ownership of, for instance,
Channel 5 would be no worse than Greek or French ownership,
suggested that American ownership might give rise to

* An inflow of investment and managerial expertise;
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s Foreign influence "is generally a benign one” as in the case of
European investment in Channel 5;

o "audience preference for domestically originated
programming and the tough control regime.. represent
adequate safeguards..” (Puttnam, 2002: para 247).°

Significantly, the Puttnam joint committee did not argue that
the prohibitions should never be removed, only that there should be
a delay until a proper study of supply market was carried out. The
results of that study could then inform the decisions about non-EAA
ownership. As it was, however, the recommendations for delaying
the proposal were not taken on board. One could argue that this may
have been because of the rules of ownership and cross-ownership
that themselves create limits to any one company becoming too
dominant. For example, the cross-ownership rules will "continue to
be rules preventing the most influential media in any community
being controlled by too narrow a range of interests” (Clause 94.1).
With limits on the extent of ownership permitted, e.g. "9.4.2(a) no
one controlling more than 20% of the national newspaper market
may hold any licence for Channe! 3", the fear of conglomeration are
reduced. Overall, the government's position and view is that

9.4.3 ... The deregulation proposed will allow newspaper propriefors to

buy into national and local radio markets, and into Channel 5,

creating many new opportunities for inveshment and grotwth.

However, in the Government's judgement, joint ownership of a
substantia! share of the national newspaper market and a substantial
part of Channel 3, the only commercial public service broadcaster
that currently has universal access to a mass audience, would
represent an unacceptable concentration of infiuence in the current
circumstances.

9.5.2 The rule preventing joint ownership of a national Chanuel 3
licence and the Chanmel 5 licence will also be removed.

The existence of the BBC and Channel 4, in addition to the
commercial channels, will still ensure the existence of at least 3
separately controlled free-to-air public service TV broadcasters, in
addition to the expanding range of digital channels. (My emphasis)

5

See also

hitp:/ /soarch.ft.mn\/':?’vilr
ch/ article.htm1?2:d =020924
Q00579
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As I argued above, it's the overall context - a strong BBC, a
strong Channel 4, etc. - that frames the policy options in the

Communications Bill of 2002.
Finally, what about the regulation of content?

The Bill proposes that there should be three tiers or levels of
regulation. The first would deal with basic requirements across all
television broadcasters. This would cover such things as advertising
standards and standards of programmes. The second and third ter
will focus on public service broadcasters. "Taken together these ters
define the broadcaster's individual "public service remit' " (Clause
8.2.3.3). The sorts of areas covered in those tiers include quotas on
independent and original productions (in tier 2) and "the qualitative
public service obligations that they are expected to fulfil" (Tier 3).
Part of the latter elements will clearly bring the BBC into direct
negotiations with OFCOM in respect of its role as a public service
broadcaster. So, although the BBC has its own management and
regulatory system, it will now need to work more closely with
OFCOM. This is part of the longer term process of streamlining the
regulation of broadcasting systems in Britain, and one of the issues
that will exercise the BBC, the regulators and the government in the
next few years,

Summary and conclusion

Does the Bill do anything to fundamentally alter the present
system? Obviously, in tidying up the regulatory system it has created
something new but it is difficult to argue that the Bill is a significant
departure from the past. The general lack of substantive
controversies about these topics is an indication of broad acceptance
of the direction in which the government has continued to move.®
The question of content regulation has also not been an enormously
contentious issue. The way OFCOM will deal with the BBC, with the
commercial broadcasters, with the satellite services will essentially
support the existing pattern of activities. At times the wording of the
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duties appears different, e.g. with respect to Channel Four for b

example, but one could argue that the underlying philosophy
continues a trend that began in the 1990s, if not a little before.
Nevertheless, the ways in which the arguments are now cast and
cases justified does differ from the past.

In bringing together under OFCOM the duties formerly done
by others, the Bill does move a step nearer to a more rational sectoral
regulatory framework. The issues that have been raised in respect of
OFCOM have been procedural and detailed but fundamentally there
is agreement that the move towards a body such as OFCOM is a wise
one. How OFCOM will deal with the BBC and with the press -
neither covered by OFCOM - will be an ongoing issue.

What of the interplay between national and international
factors, and the general theme of national policies in a global

context?

The discussion has concentrated almost exclusively on the
British media scene and on the Communications Bill. I have not dealt
with the more technical aspects of the Bill and the way that it deals
with telecommunications, in general and in specific. But, as with
broadcasting, the concern of the Bill has more to do with national
and domestic considerations than with global ones. That is not to say
that those who drew up the Bill were not aware of the global context,
nor that the policies were not designed within a global context but
that in thinking about these issues the national and domestic agenda

wasg paramount.

One important reason why this should be so is clearly the desire
to preserve an established and highly regarded system of
broadcasting. Yet, at the same time, there is the realisation that
adaptation and flexibility are both desirable elements. One should,
therefore, encourage and embrace change. In the British context, this
is relatively easy to do because of the existence of a strong
broadcasting sector. Had that not existed, then the policies would
clearly have been of a different kind and the aims and objectives of
the regulators would have been completely different.
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From Confucianism to Consu
Women, Food and the Media

in Contemporary Korea

Abstract Dongju Yoo
This paper attempts 1o explore the culiurel dynamics and contradictions women are experiencing in Sungkonghce
corternporary Kerea. The process of modernization has created structyzal dilemmas in woemen's Universitesi,
everyday lives. Women nowadays are caught up between traditional Consfacian values and western Giney Kore

values which is actively incorporated with consumerism in the name of modernity. The tension is
clearly revealed in the widely shared values, heliefs and attitudes of food and eating, and the
perceptions of women's body images, Altheugh rapid transformation of social and economic
environment hzs greatly modified food customs and eating styles, wemen's roles and expectations
with regard 1o food and eating are much more ambiguous and problematic than ever befare, The
symbalic meaning of food in the discourses of television advertisements, as a central site of public
cultural representation, is examined. Women's everyday expectations and negotiations with regard
te food and sating are furthes analysed through interviews with women,

Ozet

Konfiicyenizm'den Tiiketimeilige:

Cagduy Kore'de Kadmnlar, Yivecek ve Medya

Bu gahgma gilnimiz Kore'sinde kadin densyimlerinin kilitdrel dinamiklerini ve celisilerini
aragtirmayl amaglamaktady, Modernlegme siirect kadnlarin gindelk yagamhbnnda yapisal
agmaziar yaratmigtie, Kadinlar bugiinferde etkin fir bigimde modernlik adina tilketinicilikle
{consumerism) beitiintegtirilen batily dederler ve geleneksel Konfiigyen deferler arasinda sikigip
kalmglardir, Gentitm, gents snfamda yiyecek ve yeme edimine dair paylagilan degerler, inanglar ve
egiimlerde, ve kadw bedenl imgesinin aiglanmasinda agikca ortaya cikmaktadir. Toplumsal ve
ekanomik gevredeki tuzl diiniigiimiln yemek adetlerini ve yeme stillerini etkisi slting aimasina
raginen, kadilann yiyecek ve yeme konusundaki rof ve heklentileri hig olmadidi kadar mugilaklagmig
ve sorunsal hale gelmigtic. Yiyecedin sembolik anlanm kamusal kilitire) temsilin merkezi bir bélgesi
claran televizyon reklamlarinda incelenmigtir. Kadlann giindelik beklentileri ve yiyecek ve yame
edimi ife olan mijzakereleri kadinlarla yapiian gériismelerle analiz edilmigtir,
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